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ANTICIPATORY AND QUESTIONABLE FACT
CHECKING METHOD AND SYSTEM

CROSS-REFERENCE TO RELATED
APPLICATION(S)

This application is a continuation application of co-pend-
ing U.S. patent application Ser. No. 14/203,899, filed on Mar.
11, 2014, and titled “EFFICIENT FACT CHECKING
METHOD AND SYSTEM,” which claims the benefit of U.S.
Provisional Patent Application Ser. No. 61/946,038, filed
Feb. 28, 2014, and titled “EFFICIENT FACT CHECKING
METHOD AND SYSTEM,” which are hereby incorporated
by reference in their entireties for all purposes.

FIELD OF THE INVENTION

The present invention relates to the field of information
analysis. More specifically, the present invention relates to
the field of automatically verifying the factual accuracy of
information.

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION

Information is easily dispersed through the Internet, tele-
vision, social media and many other outlets. The accuracy of
the information is often questionable or even incorrect.
Although there are many fact checkers, they typically suffer
from efficiency issues.

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION

An efficient fact checking system analyzes and determines
the factual accuracy of information and/or characterizes the
information by comparing the information with source infor-
mation. The efficient fact checking system automatically
monitors information, processes the information, fact checks
the information efficiently and/or provides a status of the
information.

The efficient fact checking system provides users with
factually accurate information, limits the spread of mislead-
ing or incorrect information, provides additional revenue
streams, and supports many other advantages.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS

FIG. 1 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking according to some embodiments.

FIG. 2 illustrates a block diagram of an exemplary com-
puting device configured to implement the efficient fact
checking method according to some embodiments.

FIG. 3 illustrates a network of devices configured to imple-
ment fact checking according to some embodiments.

FIG. 4 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking using a broadening implementation
approach according to some embodiments.

FIG. 5 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking using a broadening source approach
according to some embodiments.

FIG. 6 illustrates a flowchart of a flowchart of a method of
implementing efficient fact checking using faster access
devices according to some embodiments.

FIG. 7 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking using a keyword-based source
approach according to some embodiments.

FIG. 8 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
reverse fact checking according to some embodiments.
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2

FIG. 9 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
priority-based fact checking according to some embodi-
ments.

FIG. 10 illustrates a flowchart of a method of fact checking
by separation according to some embodiments.

FIG. 11 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
arandom fact checking system such that not all content is fact
checked according to some embodiments.

FIG. 12 illustrates a flowchart of a method of fact checking
by elimination according to some embodiments.

FIG. 13 illustrates a flowchart of a method of utilizing a
bendable screen for fact checking according to some embodi-
ments.

FIG. 14 illustrates an exemplary bendable device accord-
ing to some embodiments.

FIG. 15 illustrates a multi-tiered or nested smartphone or
smart device according to some embodiments.

FIG. 16 illustrates a foldable/wallet smartphone which
includes two or three screens according to some embodi-
ments.

FIG. 17 illustrates a diagram of a smart device with mul-
tiple projectors around the edge of the device according to
some embodiments.

FIG. 18 illustrates a side view of a mobile device config-
ured for projecting fact checking results on the screen accord-
ing to some embodiments.

FIG. 19 illustrates a front view of a mobile device config-
ured for projecting fact checking results on the screen accord-
ing to some embodiments.

FIG. 20 illustrates a flowchart of a method of utilizing
multiple aspects for fact checking according to some embodi-
ments.

FIG. 21 illustrates a diagram of displaying fact checking
results in a calendar format according to some embodiments.

FIG. 22 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
anticipatory fact checking according to some embodiments.

FIG. 23 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
questionable fact checking according to some embodiments.

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE PREFERRED
EMBODIMENT

An efficient fact checking system determines the factual
accuracy of information by comparing the information with
source information. Additional analysis is able to be imple-
mented as well such as characterizing the information.

FIG. 1 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking according to some embodiments.

Inthe step 100, information is monitored. In some embodi-
ments, all information or only some information (e.g., a sub-
set less than all of the information) is monitored. In some
embodiments, only explicitly selected information is moni-
tored. In some embodiments, although all information is
monitored, only some information (e.g., information deemed
to be fact-based) is fact checked.

The information includes, but is not limited to, broadcast
information (e.g., television broadcast information, radio
broadcast information), email, documents, database informa-
tion, social networking/media content (tweets/Twitter®,
Facebook® postings), webpages, message boards, web logs,
any computing device communication, telephone calls/com-
munications, audio, text, live speeches/audio, radio, televi-
sion video/text/audio, VoIP calls, video chatting, video con-
ferencing, images, videos, and/or any other information. The
information is able to be in the form of phrases, segments,
sentences, numbers, words, comments, values, graphics, and/
or any other form.
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In some embodiments, monitoring includes recording,
scanning, capturing, transmitting, tracking, collecting, sur-
veying, and/or any other type of monitoring. In some embodi-
ments, monitoring includes determining if a portion of the
information is able to be fact checked. For example, if infor-
mation has a specified structure, then it is able to be fact
checked.

In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking system is
implemented without monitoring information. This is able to
be implemented in any manner. For example, while informa-
tion is transmitted from a source, the information is also
processed and fact checked so that the fact check result is able
to be presented. In some embodiments, the fact check result is
embedded in the same stream as the information. In some
embodiments, the fact check result is in the header of a
packet.

In the step 102, the information is processed. Processing is
able to include many aspects including, but not limited to,
converting (e.g., audio into text), formatting, parsing, deter-
mining context, transmitting, converting an image into text,
analyzing and reconfiguring, and/or any other aspect that
enables the information to be fact checked efficiently. Pars-
ing, for example, includes separating a long speech into sepa-
rate phrases that are each separately fact checked. For
example, a speech may include 100 different facts that should
be separately fact checked. In some embodiments, the step
102 is able to be skipped if processing is not necessary (e.g.,
text may not need to be processed). In some embodiments,
processing includes converting the information into a search-
able format. In some embodiments, processing occurs con-
currently with monitoring. In some embodiments, processing
includes capturing/receiving and/or transmitting the informa-
tion (e.g., to/from the cloud).

In a specific example of processing, information is con-
verted into searchable information (e.g., audio is converted
into searchable text), and then the searchable information is
parsed into fact checkable portions (e.g., segments of the
searchable text; several word phrases).

Parsing is able to be implemented in any manner including,
but not limited to, based on sentence structure (e.g., subject/
verb determination), based on punctuation including, but not
limited to, end punctuation of each sentence (e.g., period,
question mark, exclamation point), intermediate punctuation
such as commas and semi-colons, based on other grammati-
cal features such as conjunctions, based on capital letters,
based on a duration of a pause between words (e.g., 2 sec-
onds), based on duration of a pause between words by com-
parison (e.g., typical pauses between words for user are 0.25
seconds and pauses between thoughts are 1 second)—the
user’s speech is able to be analyzed to determine speech
patterns such as length of pauses between words lasting a
fourth of the length for pauses between thoughts or sentences,
based on a change of a speaker (e.g., speaker A is talking, then
speaker B starts talking), based on a word count (e.g., 10 word
segments), based on speech analysis, based on a slowed down
version (recording the content, slowing down the recorded
content to determine timing breaks), based on keywords/key
phrases, based on search results, and/or any other manner. In
some embodiments, processing includes, but is not limited to,
calculating, computing, storing, recognition, speaker recog-
nition, language (word, phrase, sentence, other) recognition,
labeling, and/or characterizing.

In the step 104, the information is fact checked efficiently.
Fact checking includes comparing the information to source
information to determine the factual validity, accuracy, qual-
ity, character and/or type of the information. In some embodi-
ments, the source information includes web pages on the
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4

Internet, one or more databases, dictionaries, encyclopedias,
social network information, video, audio, any other commu-
nication, any other data, one or more data stores and/or any
other source.

In some embodiments, the comparison is a text comparison
such as a straight word for word text comparison. In some
embodiments, the comparison is a context/contextual com-
parison. In some embodiments, a natural language compari-
son is used. In some embodiments, pattern matching is uti-
lized. In some embodiments, an intelligent comparison is
implemented to perform the fact check. In some embodi-
ments, exact match, pattern matching, natural language, intel-
ligence, context, and/or any combination thereof is used for
the comparison. Any method of analyzing the source infor-
mation and/or comparing the information to the source infor-
mation to analyze and/or characterizing the information is
able to be implemented. An exemplary implementation of
fact checking includes searching (e.g., a search engine’s
search), parsing the results or searching through the results of
the search, comparing the results with the information to be
checked using one or more of the comparisons (e.g., straight
text, context or intelligent) and retrieving results based on the
comparison (e.g., if a match is found return “True”). The
results are able to be any type including, but not limited to,
binary, Boolean (True/False), text, numerical, and/or any
other format. In some embodiments, determining context
and/or other aspects of converting could be implemented in
the step 104. In some embodiments, the sources are rated
and/or weighted. For example, sources are able to be given
more weight based on accuracy of the source, type of the
source, user preference, user selections, classification of the
source, and/or any other weighting factor. The weighting is
then able to be used in determining the fact check result. For
example, if a highly weighted or rated source agrees with a
comment, and a low weighted source disagrees with the com-
ment, the higher weighted source is used, and “valid” or a
similar result is returned.

In the step 106, a status of the information is provided
based on the fact check result. The status is provided in any
manner including, but not limited to, transmitting and/or dis-
playing text, highlighting, underlining, color effects, a visual
or audible alert or alarm, a graphical representation, and/or
any other indication. The meaning of the status is able to be
any meaning including, but not limited to, correct, incorrect,
valid, true, false, invalid, opinion, hyperbole, sarcasm, hypo-
critical, comedy, unknown, questionable, suspicious, need
more information, questionable, misleading, deceptive, pos-
sibly, close to the truth, and/or any other status.

The status is able to be presented in any manner, including,
but not limited to, lights, audio/sounds, highlighting, text, a
text bubble, a scrolling text, color gradient, headnotes/foot-
notes, an iconic or graphical representation, a video or video
clip, music, other visual or audio indicators, a projection, a
hologram, a tactile indicator including, but not limited to,
vibrations, an olfactory indicator, a Tweet, a text message
(SMS, MMS), an email, a page, a phone call, a social net-
working page/transmission/post/content, or any combination
thereof. For example, text is able to be highlighted or the text
color is able to change based on the validity of the text. For
example, as a user types a social network message, the true
statements are displayed in green, the questionable state-
ments are displayed in yellow, and the false statements are
displayed in red. In some embodiments, providing the status
includes transmitting and/or broadcasting the status to one or
more devices (e.g., televisions).

The status is also able to include other information includ-
ing, but not limited to, statistics, citations and/or quotes.
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Providing the status of the information is also able to include
providing additional information related to the fact checked
information, such as an advertisement. In some embodi-
ments, providing includes pointing out, showing, displaying,
recommending, playing, presenting, announcing, arguing,
convincing, signaling, asserting, persuading, demonstrating,
denoting, expressing, hinting, illustrating, implying, tagging,
labeling, characterizing, and/or revealing.

In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking system is
implemented such that responses, validity determinations
and/or status presentations are available in real-time or near
real-time. By real-time, it is meant instantaneously (e.g.,
within 1 second); whereas near real-time is within a few
seconds (e.g., within 5 seconds). Furthermore, since the
monitoring, processing, fact checking and providing status
are all able to be performed automatically without user inter-
vention, real-time also means faster than having a human
perform the search and presenting results. Depending on the
implementation, in some embodiments, the indication is pre-
sented in at most 1 second, at most several seconds (e.g., at
most 5 seconds), at most a minute (not real-time), at most
several minutes or by the end of a show. In some embodi-
ments, the time amount (e.g., at most 1 second) begins once a
user pauses in typing, once a phrase has been communicated,
once a phrase has been determined, at the end of a sentence,
once an item is flagged, or another point in a sequence. For
example, as soon as a phrase is detected, the efficient fact
checking system checks the fact, returns a result and displays
an indication based on the result in less than 1 second—
clearly much faster than a human performing a search, ana-
lyzing the search results and then typing a result to be dis-
played on a screen.

In some embodiments, fewer or more steps are imple-
mented. Furthermore, in some embodiments, the order of the
steps is modified. In some embodiments, the steps are per-
formed on the same device, and in some embodiments, one or
more of the steps, or parts of the steps, are separately per-
formed and/or performed on separate devices. In some
embodiments, each of the steps 100, 102, 104 and 106 occur
or are able to occur in real-time or non-real-time. Any com-
bination of real-time and non-real-time steps is possible such
as all real-time, none real-time and everything in between.

FIG. 2 illustrates a block diagram of an exemplary com-
puting device 200 configured to implement the efficient fact
checking method according to some embodiments. The com-
puting device 200 is able to be used to acquire, store, com-
pute, process, communicate and/or display information
including, but not limited to, text, images, videos and audio.
In some examples, the computing device 200 is able to be
used to monitor information, process the information, fact
check the information and/or provide a status of the informa-
tion. In general, a hardware structure suitable for implement-
ing the computing device 200 includes a network interface
202, a memory 204, a processor 206, 1/O device(s) 208, a bus
210 and a storage device 212. The choice of processor is not
critical as long as a suitable processor with sufficient speed is
chosen. The memory 204 is able to be any conventional
computer memory known in the art. The storage device 212 is
able to include a hard drive, CDROM, CDRW, DVD,
DVDRW, flash memory card, solid state drive or any other
storage device. The computing device 200 is able to include
one or more network interfaces 202. An example of a network
interface includes a network card connected to an Ethernet or
other type of LAN. The I/O device(s) 208 are able to include
one or more of the following: keyboard, mouse, monitor,
display, printer, modem, touchscreen, touchpad, speaker/mi-
crophone, voice input device, button interface, hand-waving,
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body-motion capture, touchless 3D input, joystick, remote
control, brain-computer interface/direct neural interface/
brain-machine interface, camera, and other devices. In some
embodiments, the hardware structure includes multiple pro-
cessors and other hardware to perform parallel processing.
Fact checking application(s) 230 used to perform the moni-
toring, processing, fact checking and providing are likely to
be stored in the storage device 212 and memory 204 and
processed as applications are typically processed. More or
fewer components shown in FIG. 2 are able to be included in
the computing device 200. In some embodiments, fact check-
ing hardware 220 is included. Although the computing device
200 in FIG. 2 includes applications 230 and hardware 220 for
implementing the fact checking, the fact checking method is
able to be implemented on a computing device in hardware,
firmware, software or any combination thereof. For example,
in some embodiments, the fact checking applications 230 are
programmed in a memory and executed using a processor. In
another example, in some embodiments, the fact checking
hardware 220 is programmed hardware logic including gates
specifically designed to implement the method.

In some embodiments, the fact checking application(s) 230
include several applications and/or modules. Modules
include a monitoring module for monitoring information, a
processing module for processing (e.g., converting) informa-
tion, a fact checking module for fact checking information
and a providing module for providing a status of the informa-
tion. In some embodiments, modules include one or more
sub-modules as well. In some embodiments, fewer or addi-
tional modules are able to be included. In some embodiments,
the applications and/or the modules are located on different
devices. For example, a device performs monitoring, process-
ing, and fact checking, but the providing is performed on a
different device, or in another example, the monitoring and
processing occurs on a first device, the fact checking occurs
on a second device and the providing occurs on a third device.
Any configuration of where the applications/modules are
located is able to be implemented such that the fact checking
system is executed.

Examples of suitable computing devices include, but are
not limited to a personal computer, a laptop computer, a
computer workstation, a server, a mainframe computer, a
handheld computer, a personal digital assistant, a pager, a
telephone, a fax machine, a cellular/mobile telephone, a smart
appliance, a gaming console, a digital camera, a digital cam-
corder, a camera phone, a smart phone/device (e.g., a Droid®
or an iPhone®), a portable music player (e.g., an iPod®), a
tablet (e.g., an iPad®), a video player, an e-reader (e.g.,
Kindle™), a DVD writer/player, an HD (e.g., Blu-ray®) or
ultra high density writer/player, a television, a copy machine,
a scanner, a car stereo, a stereo, a satellite, a DVR (e.g.,
TiVo®), a smart watch/jewelry, smart devices, a home enter-
tainment system or any other suitable computing device.

FIG. 3 illustrates a network of devices configured to imple-
ment fact checking according to some embodiments. The
network of devices 300 is able to include any number of
devices and any various devices including, but not limited to,
a computing device (e.g., a tablet) 302, a television 304, a
smart device 306 (e.g., a smart phone) and a source 308 (e.g.,
adatabase) coupled through a network 310 (e.g., the Internet).
The source device 308 is able to be any device containing
source information including, but not limited to, a searchable
database, web pages, transcripts, statistics, historical infor-
mation, or any other information or device that provides
information. The network 310 is able to any network or net-
works including, but not limited to, the Internet, an intranet, a
LAN/WAN/MAN, wireless, wired, Ethernet, satellite, acom-
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bination of networks, or any other implementation of com-
municating. The devices are able to communicate with each
other through the network 310 or directly to each other. One
or more of the devices is able to be an end user device, a media
organization, a company and/or another entity. In some
embodiments, peer-to-peer sourcing is implemented. For
example, the source of the data to be compared with is not on
a centralized source but is found on peer sources.

FIG. 4 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking using a broadening implementation
approach according to some embodiments. In some embodi-
ments, the step 104 of fact checking utilizes a broadening
implementation approach. Inthe step 400, an exact match fact
check is implemented. For example, the phrase “the President
lied about taxes going up” has been parsed out for fact check-
ing. In the step 400, that exact phrase is searched for within
source information. If the exact phrase is found in a sufficient
number of sources (e.g., above a lower threshold), then a
result is returned (e.g., true), in the step 402. If the exact
phrase is not found (e.g., equal to or below the lower threshold
of sources), then a second fact check implementation is uti-
lized, in the step 404. For example, the second fact check
implements a pattern matching search. The pattern matching
search is able to be implemented in any manner, for example,
pattern matching utilizes subject-verb-object matching to
determine if the same or a similar item matches. Any type of
pattern matching is able to be implemented. If the second fact
check returns with sufficient confidence (e.g., number of
matches and/or sources above a lower threshold or a pattern
matching confidence score above a lower threshold), then a
result is returned, in the step 406. Ifthe second fact check does
not return with sufficient confidence, then a third fact check is
implemented, in the step 408. For example, the third fact
check implements a natural language search. If the third fact
check returns with sufficient confidence (e.g., above a natural
language confidence lower threshold or number of matches
above a lower threshold), then a result is returned, in the step
410. If the third fact check does not return with sufficient
confidence, then a negative result or some other result is
returned, or no result is returned, in the step 412. For example,
anegative result indicates that “the fact check did not find any
support” or “fact unverified” or any other result to indicate
that the fact check did not determine a result. In some embodi-
ments, an indication of which fact check search returned the
result is provided. For example, if an exact match was not
found, but pattern matching provided a satisfactory result,
then “no exact match, but result by pattern matching” is
indicated. Although only three fact check implementations
are described herein, any number of implementations are able
to be implemented and used before returning a negative
result. In some embodiments, the subsequent fact check is
broader in scope than the previous fact check. For example,
searching for an exact phrase is considered to be very narrow,
and pattern matching allows for a larger number of potential
matches to be found, and a natural language search allows for
an even larger number of potential matches to be found.
Depending on the implementation, pattern matching could be
broader or narrower than a natural language search; thus, the
order of the implementations could be modified. In some
embodiments, the different searches are performed sequen-
tially (e.g., first exact match, then pattern matching only if
exact match did not return a result, and so on). In some
embodiments, the different searches are run in parallel but a
broader search result is only used if a narrower search does
not return a result (e.g., only use pattern matching result if
exact match does not return a result). In some embodiments,
both (or more) results are used/presented. In some embodi-
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ments, the exact phrases to be compared with are only fact-
based phrases or only opinion-based phrases, and in some
embodiments, the phrases are fact-based phrases and opin-
ion-based phrases.

FIG. 5 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking using a broadening source approach
according to some embodiments. In some embodiments, the
step 104 of fact checking utilizes a broadening source
approach. In the step 500, information to be fact checked is
compared with a narrow source. For example, the narrow
source is a single database stored on a local device. Other
examples of narrow sources are a single document, a single
document on a local device, a designated fact checking data-
base or a single web page. If the fact check determines a
sufficient result (e.g., information matches or is verified by
the narrow source), then a result is returned (e.g., validated),
in the step 502. If the fact check does not find a match, then a
broader scope of sources is utilized (e.g., many databases
stored within a dedicated set of “cloud” devices), in the step
504. If a sufficient result is determined (e.g., a number above
a lower threshold of sources agree or disagree with the infor-
mation to be fact checked), then a result is returned, in the step
506. If the broader fact check does not find a match, then an
even broader scope of sources is utilized (e.g., the entire
Web), in the step 508. If a sufficient result is determined (e.g.,
anumber above alower threshold of sources agree or disagree
with the information to be fact checked), then a result is
returned, in the step 510. If the even broader fact check does
not find a match, then a result indicating a negative result,
some other result, or no result is indicated, in the step 512. In
some embodiments, additional broadening is implemented.
In other words, the fact checking is not limited to three rounds
of'sources. In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking
utilizes pipelining. In some embodiments, the different
searches are performed sequentially. In some embodiments,
the different searches are run in parallel but a broader search
resultis only used if a narrower search does not return a result.
In some embodiments, the narrowest source is a fact checked
database, a broader source is a broader fact checked database,
and an even broader source is fact checked web sites. In some
embodiments, a narrow source is a fact checked source, a
broader source is a partially fact checked source (e.g., some of
the source has been fact checked), and an even broader source
is a non-fact checked source. In some embodiments, multiple
results are returned (e.g., narrow and broad).

Although specific sources have been described, any nar-
rowing/broadening is able to be implemented. In some
embodiments, “narrow” is determined based on size or num-
ber. For example, a database with 10 entries is narrower than
a database with 1000 entries. In another example, a single
database regardless of size of the database is narrower than
1000 databases. In some embodiments, the narrow source or
sources includes sources that have been fact checked, and
broader sources have not been fact checked.

In another example of narrow/broad sources, a narrow
source is a source controlled by a media or technology com-
pany, and if a result is not determined using that source,
crowdsourced data is used, and if a result is not determined
using the crowdsourced data, then the Web is used for fact
checking.

In some embodiments, fact checking utilizes sources on
devices of differing speeds. For example, source information
on a local cache is used first, then source information on a
Random Access Memory (RAM) is used, then source infor-
mation on a hard drive is used, and then source information on
distributed storage is used last for fact checking. In this
example, quicker (meaning faster access times) sources are
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used first, followed by slower sources if a result is not found.
In some embodiments, most recent, most popular, and/or
most common quotes/information are stored in the quicker
storage (e.g., cache), and the least recent, least popular, least
common quotes/information are stored in the slower storage
(e.g., distributed storage). In some embodiments, common
variants of recent, popular, and/or common information are
stored (locally) as well. For example, a similar comment with
one or two of the words changed or replaced by synonyms. In
some embodiments, the fact checking using the different
sources is performed sequentially. In some embodiments, the
fact checking using the different sources is performed in
parallel. In some embodiments, only facts are stored in the
cache or in devices faster than a hard drive (e.g., cache and
RAM). In some embodiments, only facts are stored on faster
devices (e.g., a hard drive or faster) and only opinions are
stored on slower devices (e.g., distributed source devices). In
some embodiments, higher confidence score fact check
results are stored on devices with faster access times. For
example, ifa cache is able to store 1,000 fact check results, the
1,000 fact check results with the highest confidence score are
stored in the cache, and the next highest fact check results are
stored on RAM, and so on with the lowest confidence score
results stored on the slowest devices. In another example, the
storage includes varying speeds of servers, hard drives, loca-
tions on hard drives, and other data storage devices. For
example, the most popular or relevant sources are stored on an
extremely fast server, and less popular/relevant sources are
stored on a slower server, and even less popular/relevant
sources are stored on an even slower server.

FIG. 6 illustrates a flowchart of a flowchart of a method of
implementing efficient fact checking using faster access
devices according to some embodiments. In some embodi-
ments, the step 104 of fact checking utilizes a faster access
approach. In the step 600, information to be fact checked is
compared with source information on a fast access device.
For example, the source information is stored on a cache
(which has faster access times than RAM or a hard drive) or
on a faster server than other servers. If the fact check deter-
mines a sufficient result (e.g., information matches or is veri-
fied by the source on the fast access device), then a result is
returned (e.g., validated), in the step 602. If the fact check
does not find a match, then a source on a slower device (e.g.,
RAM is slower than cache or a second server is slower than
the fast server) is utilized, in the step 604. If a sufficient result
is determined (e.g., a number above a lower threshold of
sources agree or disagree with the information to be fact
checked), then a result is returned, in the step 606. If the
slower source fact check does not find a match, then an even
slower source device is utilized (e.g., hard drive has a slower
access time than RAM or third server is slower than second
server), in the step 608. If a sufficient result is determined
(e.g., a number above a lower threshold of sources agree or
disagree with the information to be fact checked), then a result
is returned, in the step 610. If the even slower fact check does
not find a match, then a result indicating a negative result,
some other result, or no result is indicated, in the step 612. In
some embodiments, additional slower sources are imple-
mented. In other words, the fact checking is not limited to
three rounds of sources. In some embodiments, the efficient
fact checking utilizes pipelining. In some embodiments, the
different searches are performed sequentially. In some
embodiments, the different searches are run in parallel but a
slower search result is only used if a narrower search does not
return a result. In some embodiments, multiple results are
returned (e.g., fast and slower).
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FIG. 7 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
efficient fact checking using a keyword-based source
approach according to some embodiments. In the step 700, a
keyword or keywords (or phrases) are detected in the infor-
mation. For example, it is detected that a commentator is
discussing “global warming” and “taxes.” In the step 702,
only source information classified by the keywords “global
warming” and “taxes” are utilized for fact checking. Instead
of looking at all sources to confirm any information, the
source information utilized is found in source information
classified as related to “global warming” and “taxes.” If the
comparison using the source information in the step 702
produces a sufficient result, then the result is returned in the
step 704, and the process ends. If the comparison does not
produce a result, then, in the step 706, the comparison uses
broader sources such as sources that are related to only a
single keyword such as “taxes.” If that comparison returns a
sufficient result, in the step 708, then the process ends. If
further comparisons are needed, then the scope of source
information broadens again, in the step 710, and sources
classified with keywords related to keywords found in the
information are used. For example, instead of just using
“taxes” and “global warming,” sources under classifications
of: “economics,” “finance,” and “‘weather” are utilized. If a
result is found, then the result is returned, in the step 712. In
some embodiments, if a result is still not found, the process
ends, with a negative result or no result returned, in the step
714, and in some embodiments, further expansion of the
sources is implemented. In some embodiments, fewer or
additional steps are implemented. In an example, sources are
classified as global warming—=NJ—2014, then global
warming—NIJ, and global warming as the broadest of the
three. In some embodiments, the fact checking using the
different sources is performed sequentially. In some embodi-
ments, the fact checking using the different sources is per-
formed in parallel. In some embodiments, the keywords are
determined based on previous fact check results. In some
embodiments, the keywords are fact-based keywords.

In some embodiments, source information is narrowed by
detecting topics/keywords or other information. For example,
if the topic of “global warming” is detected, then only sources
that discuss or are classified as relating to “global warming”
are used. Further, if “global warming” and “Hawaii” are
discussed, then the source information is narrowed further to
sources that discuss “global warming” and “Hawaii.” In some
embodiments, the information is continuously analyzed for
keywords to determine which sources to utilize. In some
embodiments, after the narrow search is utilized, if satisfac-
tory results are not determined, then the search expands and
progressively uses broader searches (e.g., sources not dis-
cussing “global warming” but discussing a related subject
such as “weather”).

In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking imple-
mentations of FIGS. 4, 5, 6 and 7 and/or other implementa-
tions are utilized together. For example, an exact match
search is implemented on a local cache using only keyword-
classified source information before any other comparisons
are performed, and the comparisons broaden/narrow from
there. Additional examples include: exact match on cache,
then exact match on RAM, exact match on hard drive, exact
match on other locations, then pattern matching on cache,
pattern matching on RAM, pattern matching on other loca-
tions, then natural language search on cache, natural language
search on RAM, and natural language search on other loca-
tions. In another example, an exact match on cache is used
first, then a pattern match on cache, then a natural language
search on cache, then an exact match on RAM, and so on. Any
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combination of the efficient searches/fact checking is pos-
sible. In some embodiments, the fact checking process con-
tinues until a result is found or a timeout is determined (e.g.,
after 0.5 ms of searching and no result is determined, the
process times out).

FIG. 8 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
reverse fact checking according to some embodiments. In the
step 800, phrases, quotes and/or other information/content
are stored. For example, quotes are stored in a database.
Additionally, a response corresponding to the information is
stored. For example, the stored response is a fact check result
or information disproving misinformation or confirming
information. In the step 802, information is analyzed (e.g.,
monitored and/or processed). For example, broadcast infor-
mation is monitored, converted, parsed, and compared with
the stored information. In the step 804, if the stored informa-
tion is detected, then the stored response is presented (e.g.,
displayed on the screen). In some embodiments, fewer or
additional steps are implemented.

In some embodiments, reverse fact checking is imple-
mented by storing phrases and/or quotes that are popular/
commonly used but are incorrect (e.g., Obamacare has death
panels). In some embodiments, determining which phrases/
quotes to store is performed manually or automatically. For
example, political analysts determine information worth stor-
ing. In another example, crowdsourcing is used in determin-
ing which information to store, such as users flagging the
same content. In another example, if a quote is re-tweeted (or
digitally quoted/re-sent) by a number of people above a lower
threshold, then the information is stored. In addition to stor-
ing the phrases/quotes, a response is stored. Determining the
response is able to be performed manually (e.g., by crowd-
sourcing) or automatically. In an example, if the quote stored
is: “global warming is a hoax,” an exemplary response is
“actually 97% of scientists believe global warming is a sig-
nificant man made problem.” Modifications of the phrases/
quotes are stored as well and are matched with the same
response. For example, “global warming is a scam” is also
stored. Instead of fact checking content, the set of phrases/
quotes are monitored for, and if detected, the response is
displayed. In some embodiments, the response includes high-
lighting the quote (e.g., turning it red), a text response, an
audible alert, and/or any other effect.

FIG. 9 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
priority-based fact checking according to some embodi-
ments. In the step 900, information is monitored. In the step
902, information is processed (e.g., converted and parsed). In
the step 904, information segments are given a priority. In the
step 906, a highest priority information segment is fact
checked and removed from the priority queue. In the step 908,
the fact check result is presented. The process repeats such
that the highest priority information segment remaining is
fact checked and the result is presented, and the process
continues until there are no segments to be fact checked. In
some embodiments, fewer or additional steps are imple-
mented.

In some embodiments, information and/or facts are priori-
tized, and the highest priority items are fact checked first with
lower priority items fact checked later. In some embodiments,
higher priority is given to information that is related to a
specific topic (e.g., the topic being discussed) or based on a
previously defined topic list which ranks importance. For
example, it is determined the topic being discussed is “taxes”
based on detected keywords, so a segment regarding “lower-
ing taxes” is the same topic and is given a higher priority than
a segment regarding “gun control” which is a different topic.
In another example, a topic list could have taxes as a highest
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priority, followed by employment, followed by the environ-
ment, and so on until the lowest priority item. In some
embodiments, user(s) are able to define/prioritize the topic
list. In some embodiments, priority depends on the speaker.
For example, a guest’s comments are given higher priority
than the host’s comments or vice versa. In another example, a
prioritized speaker list is utilized. For example, Host X and
HostY arein a highest priority grouping, Host Z is in a second
highest priority grouping, and so on. In some embodiments,
there is an “other” priority grouping for people not on the list
by name. In some embodiments, the prioritized speaker list
changes based on validity ratings. For example, if a speaker’s
validity rating is below a first threshold, then the speaker is in
a highest priority group, and if the validity rating is below a
second threshold but above the first, then he is in the second
highest priority group and so on. Also, if a speaker’s validity
rating drops, then he goes up on the priority list to ensure his
comments are fact checked, and vice versa, if a speaker’s
validity rating increases, then he goes down on the priority
list. The validity rating is able to be based on fact checking
results of comments made by an entity or any other informa-
tion provided by the entity. For example, if a person makes
factually accurate comments, then the user is given a 10 (on a
scale of 1 to 10) for a validity rating. In another example, if a
user makes many factually inaccurate comments, the user
may receive a 2 out of 10 for a validity rating. Other factors are
able to be used in determining a validity rating such as sever-
ity of the inaccuracy, the subject/topic of the misinformation,
hypocrisy and/or controversies. In some embodiments, users
are able to select a priority for a speaker/entity. In some
embodiments, by prioritizing information, the fact checking
results are able to be better presented in real-time. In some
embodiments, content that is a lower priority and does not
meet a timeout threshold is not fact checked. For example, a
comment is viewed as a low priority and 3 seconds have
passed without obtaining a fact check result, so the comment
is deleted from a fact check queue. Priority is able to be based
on time, speaker/entity, classification, and/or any other factor.
For example, an older segment with the same classification
has a higher priority than a newer segment. In another
example, a segment in a higher priority classification is given
a higher priority than an older, lower priority classification. In
some embodiments, two (or more) separate queues are imple-
mented, with the first queue being segments above a priority
threshold and the second queue being segments below a pri-
ority threshold. The segments in the first queue are fact
checked in real-time, and the segments in the second queue
are not fact checked in real-time. For example, the segments
in the second queue are fact checked but the results are pro-
vided in the background or at the end of a show or some other
feature that does not disrupt the live show. In some embodi-
ments, the separate queues are fact checked in parallel.

FIG. 10 illustrates a flowchart of a method of fact checking
by separation according to some embodiments. In the step
1000, information is monitored. In the step 1002, the infor-
mation is processed. For example, the information is sepa-
rated into sentences (or phrases or segments), and the sen-
tences are separated into words. In the step 1004, the
processed information is analyzed. For example, the number
of words in the sentence are counted. In the step 1006, the
processed information is fact checked using the analysis. In
the step 1008, the fact check result is presented. In some
embodiments, additional or fewer steps are implemented.

In some embodiments, fact checking is implemented by
separating content into sentences or phrases, separating the
sentences into words, and counting the number of words in
the sentence. Then, each word is compared with source infor-
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mation, and the source information specifically includes sen-
tences that contain the same number of words as the sentence
being fact checked. For example, if a sentence has 6 words,
then the words are compared with 6-word phrases in sources.
If 1 word matches of the 6 words, then the match is poor. Ifall
6 words match, then the match is close. In some embodi-
ments, then the order of the words is analyzed. If the order of
the words is the same, then the match is exact. In some
embodiments, specific differences are searched for such as
“not” or other negative words. In some embodiments, the
information is compared with a slightly longer phrase, and a
negative word is searched for. For example, if a sentence is 6
words long, then it is compared with sentences of 7 words
long including the word “not” or another negative. In some
embodiments, each word is put into a data structure including
the order of the words, and the data structure is compared with
similar source data structures. In some embodiments, this
implementation is utilized with classifications of sources to
narrow the comparisons. For example, instead of comparing
a 6-word sentence with all 6-word sentences, it is detected
that the 6-word sentence includes the words “global” and
“warming,” so only sentences classified under “global warm-
ing” are used as source information. In some embodiments,
this implementation is used with other efficiency improve-
ments; for example, storing some source information on a
cache, RAM, and so on, or the other efficiency improvements
are implemented without utilizing the classified source infor-
mation implementation.

In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking system
separates content into fact-based information and other infor-
mation such as opinions or other commentary. After the fact-
based information is separated out, then only that information
is fact checked, and the other information is ignored. The
fact-based information is able to be distinguished from the
other information using any implementation such as based on
the format of the information, detecting keywords, and any
other implementation. For example, if the key phrase, “in my
opinion” is detected, then the rest of the sentence until a stop
is determined is viewed as not fact-based.

FIG. 11 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
arandom fact checking system such that not all content is fact
checked according to some embodiments. In the step 1100,
information is monitored. In the step 1102, the information is
processed. In the step 1104, random fact checking is imple-
mented, and results are presented. The fact checking is able to
berandomized in any manner. For example, if the information
is parsed into 10 segments, 3 of the 10 segments are automati-
cally chosen at random to be fact checked. In another
example, every other segment is fact checked. In another
example, fact checking occurs every 15 seconds, such that
any segments parsed before the 15 second period are dis-
carded/ignored. In the step 1106, the results of the random
fact check are presented. In some embodiments, fewer or
additional steps are implemented. In some embodiments,
other aspects are randomized. For example, monitoring is
randomized, such that random segments are monitored which
are fact checked. Furthering the example, during a 30 minute
program, monitoring only occurs for 30 seconds and then is
turned off for 30 seconds. In another example, processing is
randomized such that all information may be monitored but
only random segments are processed and fact checked. In
some embodiments, random monitoring, processing and fact
checking are utilized together. For example, only random
segments are monitored, and of those randomly monitored
segments, only random segments are processed, and of those
randomly processed segments, only random processed seg-
ments are fact checked.
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In some embodiments, segments (after processing infor-
mation) with a length greater than or less than a threshold are
fact checked. For example, segments are determined as
described herein, and words are counted. Furthering the
example, only information segments that have more than 10
words are fact checked. In another example, only information
segments that have 5 words or fewer are fact checked.

In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking imple-
mentations described herein are utilized together according to
some embodiments. For example, content is classified, con-
tent is separated into facts and other items, and only facts are
factchecked, content and speakers are prioritized, so that only
the highest priority content is fact checked, and efficient use
of source information is utilized including the software and
hardware implementations described herein.

In some embodiments, multiple fact checking implemen-
tations are utilized initially, and then the best fact checking
implementation is selected. The multiple fact checking
implementations are able to be different in any manner such
as using different sources, using different source determina-
tion methods, using different source weighting/selection
methods, using different searching methods, using different
comparison/result determination methods, using different
parsing/processing implementations, using different moni-
toring implementations (e.g., standard, random), and/or any
other possible differences in fact checking. The best fact
checking implementation is able to be determined based on
the accuracy of the results and/or the speed of the results of
each implementation. In some embodiments, the best fact
checking implementation is determined by iteratively nar-
rowing the possible implementations by eliminating one or
more implementations after each iteration until only one
remains (e.g., eliminating the slowest and/or least accurate
implementation). For example, five segments are parsed out
of information, and five different fact checking implementa-
tions are used to fact check the segments. Then, the results of
each are compared manually or automatically (e.g., compare
confidence %). Then, the worst (e.g., lowest confidence) fact
checking implementation is removed. The process repeats
until only one implementation remains. In another example,
all fact checking implementations with a confidence score
below a lower threshold are removed. In some embodiments,
the process of determining a best fact checking implementa-
tion starts over for each new content (e.g., new video, new
show, new channel). In some embodiments, the best fact
checking implementation is stored and used for the same
program, channel, or similar content (e.g., same format such
as a news program or same host). For example, after the best
fact checking implementation is determined for a 1 hour news
show on CNN, then that implementation is used for that show
(and, in some embodiments, for future occurrences of that
show and/or other news shows). For example, shows, web
sites, social media content and/or any other content is classi-
fied, and a best fact checking implementation is determined
and used for each classification. In some embodiments, the
process of determining a best implementation occurs very
quickly, for example, within the first minute of a program. In
some embodiments, the process of determining a best imple-
mentation occurs in parallel while using a previously deter-
mined best implementation to fact check the current informa-
tion. In some embodiments, the process of determining a best
implementation occurs in a prior program. In some embodi-
ments, a competitive best fact checking implementation is
utilized such that the implementations are narrowed to the
best two, and the best two are continuously used, and then the
results of the best two are used or compared to determine an
ultimate result. In some embodiments, the best fact check
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implementations are determined for different genres (e.g.,
sports, politics, economics). In some embodiments, the best
fact checking implementations are determined for channels/
networks. In some embodiments, the best fact checking
implementations are determined for types of content (e.g.,
news versus opinion or tweets versus webpages). In some
embodiments, one or more of the best fact checking imple-
mentations are stored, so that, for example, when a user
changes channels, the best fact checking implementation for
that channel is able to be used. In some embodiments, several
best fact checking implementations are determined and dis-
played for users to select and use. In some embodiments, the
determination of a best fact checking implementation is per-
formed constantly or periodically (e.g., hourly, daily,
monthly). In some embodiments, if a fact checking imple-
mentation returns results below a threshold, then that imple-
mentation is not used again (e.g., not even for comparison
purposes). For example, if an implementation performs so
poorly that it does not meet a minimum threshold, that imple-
mentation is removed from a database or queue of implemen-
tation to compare. In some embodiments, users are able to
generate a fact checking implementation to compete for the
best implementation. For example, users are able to select
sources, exclude sources, provide specific weights for
sources, and/or any other modification to an implementation,
and then use that implementation to compare with other fact
checking implementations. In some embodiments, after a
best fact checking implementation is determined, minor
modifications of that best fact checking implementation are
compared with the best fact checking implementation to
determine if there is a better fact checking implementation.
For example, a best fact checking implementation is deter-
mined. Then, that best fact checking implementation is com-
pared with the same best fact checking implementation with
amodification of using 10 fewer sources. It is then determined
which is the best of those two. In some embodiments, the best
fact checking implementation is determined using past infor-
mation (e.g., yesterday’s show), so that the best implementa-
tion is available immediately at the beginning of today’s
show.

FIG. 12 illustrates a flowchart of a method of fact checking
by elimination according to some embodiments. In the step
1200, a fact check implementation comparison occurs. The
process repeats until a single fact check implementation
remains. In some embodiments, fewer or additional steps are
implemented.

Hardware

In some embodiments, fact checking is implemented uti-
lizing a bendable/flexible screen. For example, a video or text
is displayed on a screen, and the device (e.g., smart phone)
detects the user bending the screen (e.g., based on a change in
pressure or shape), then the device fact checks what was on
the screen when the screen was bent. A fact check result is
then displayed. In some embodiments, the device takes a
snapshot of the screen upon detecting the screen bending,
converts the captured image to text, and then performs fact
checking. In some embodiments, a user is watching a video
on his smart device, and upon screen bending detection, the
video is determined (e.g., by analyzing the url of the video),
and then fact check information is retrieved from the cloud for
that specified video and displayed on the device. In some
embodiments, the curvature of the bendable screen is used to
hide false information. For example, truthful information is
displayed properly, but text that is false or misleading is either
hidden by the curve of the screen or is not clear because of the
curve of the screen. In some embodiments, users are able to
flag content as questionable or another characterization by
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bending the screen. For example, a user is watching a video on
his bendable mobile device, and hears something that he does
not think is accurate. The user bends the screen, which causes
aclip (including, for example, 20 seconds of the video before/
after the bend), text, and/or, identification information to be
sent to the cloud to be fact checked, or to be stored, and if a
sufficient number of users (e.g., above a threshold) indicate an
item is questionable, then the item is fact checked.

FIG. 13 illustrates a flowchart of a method of utilizing a
bendable screen for fact checking according to some embodi-
ments. In the step 1300, information is presented on a device
(e.g., tablet, phone, watch) with a bendable screen. In the step
1302, abend is detected in the device (e.g., detecting pressure
from a user bending the device). In the step 1304, the device
processes and/or fact checks the information on the screen. In
some embodiments, fact checking includes sending the infor-
mation or identification information to another device or
devices (e.g., the cloud) and receiving a fact check result. In
the step 1306, the fact check result is presented on the bend-
able screen. As described above, in some embodiments, the
fact check result is displayed utilizing the bend of the screen.
In some embodiments, a representation (e.g., an icon or pic-
ture) of an entity is displayed, and based on the fact checking
results, the representation is moved closer and closer to the
bend until the representation is blurred or hidden by the bend.
For example, as misinformation is detected, the representa-
tion is moved closer to the bend, and after a threshold of
misinformation is reached, the representation is obscured by
the bend. In some embodiments, fewer or additional steps are
implemented.

FIG. 14 illustrates an exemplary bendable device accord-
ing to some embodiments. The device 1400 is shown in a
standard straight or unbent configuration. The device 1400' is
shown in a bent configuration.

FIG. 15 illustrates a multi-tiered or nested smartphone or
smart device according to some embodiments. The nested
device shown in view 1500 appears the same as a standard
smartphone. The nested device includes a main body 1502.
The main body is similar to a standard smart phone and
includes standard components such as a case, screen,
memory, a processor, and any other smart phone components.
The device is programmed (e.g., contains an application) for
fact checking as described herein. The internal components
such as the memory and processor are located such that there
is a cavity 1504 within the main body 1502. For example, the
memory and processor are positioned in the top or bottom of
the main body 1502 above or below the cavity 1504. The
cavity 1504 is capable of storing a second body/screen 1506
which is able to slide out of the main body 1502 in any
manner. For example, the second body 1506 is on a track that
enables the second body 1506 to slide out from the main body
1502. The slid out second body 1506 is shown in view 1500".
In some embodiments, the second body 1506 is completely
removable from the main body 1502, and in some embodi-
ments, the second body 1506 is not removable. The second
body 1506 is configured similar to the main body 1502 in that
it also includes a cavity 1508 which is capable of storing a
third body 1510. Similar to the second body 1506, the third
body 1510 is able to slide out of the second body 1506. The
slid out third body 1510 is shown in view 1500". By using
additional screens, in some embodiments, the main content
(e.g., video or text) is able to be displayed on the main body
1502, and fact check results are able to be displayed on the
second body 1506. In some embodiments, the main content is
onthe second body 1506, and the fact checking resultis on the
main body 1502. Additionally, advertisements related to the
fact check result and/or the main content are able to be dis-



US 9,213,766 B2

17

played on the third body 1510. Other information is able to be
displayed on the third body 1510, such as past fact check
information, validity rating information and/or other fact
check information. In some embodiments, the nesting device
includes only two bodies (a first body and a second body), and
in some embodiments, the nesting device includes additional
bodies. In some embodiments, users are able to move content
among/between bodies (e.g., by swiping).

FIG. 16 illustrates a foldable/wallet smartphone which
includes two or three screens according to some embodi-
ments. The foldable/wallet smartphone is programmed (e.g.,
contains an application) for fact checking as described herein.
The wallet smartphone shown in FIG. 16 includes 3 bodies, a
first body 1602, a second body 1604, and a third body 1606.
In the view 1600, the wallet smartphone is shown in an open
configuration where all three screens are viewable. In some
embodiments, in the first body 1602, main content is dis-
played, in the second body 1604, fact check results are dis-
played, and in the third body 1606, an advertisement or other
information is displayed. In some embodiments, the bodies
are coupled using hinges or another device that enables the
wallet smartphone to close into a closed configuration as
shown in view 1600'". The wallet smartphone is able to close
similar to a tri-fold wallet. In some embodiments, the wallet
smartphone closes so that all of the screens are on the inside
for protection, and in some embodiments, the wallet smart-
phone closes so that one or two of the screens are on the
outside for ease of use. In some embodiments, the hinges are
able to be operated in either direction so that a user is able to
choose the closed configuration. In some embodiments, users
are able to move content among/between bodies (e.g., by
swiping).

In some embodiments, the wallet smartphone is a bi-fold or
clamshell configuration with two screens (one screen on one
shell and a second screen on the second shell). The main
content is able to be displayed on one screen and fact check
information is able to be displayed on the second screen. In
some embodiments, additional screens/bodies/folds are
implemented.

In some embodiments, a cube-shaped smartphone is
implemented for fact checking such that most or all of the
sides are touchscreens. In some embodiments, the smart-
phone is a rectangular shape (similar to typical smartphone
shapes) with most or all of the sides as touchscreens.

FIG. 17 illustrates a diagram of a smart device with mul-
tiple projectors around the edge of the device according to
some embodiments. The smart device includes a body 1700
and a plurality of projectors 1702 which are configured to
project fact checking results on a nearby surface (e.g., surface
below) such as a table top. In some embodiments, there is a
single projector, and in some embodiments, there are multiple
projectors. In some embodiments, one set of projectors (e.g.,
on a first side of the device) is for presenting a first type of fact
check result (e.g., false information), and a second set of
projectors (e.g., on a second side of the device) is for present-
ing a second type of fact check result (e.g., true information).
The projectors are able to be any type of projector and are able
to be located anywhere on/in the device.

FIG. 18 illustrates a side view of a mobile device config-
ured for projecting fact checking results on the screen accord-
ing to some embodiments. The device 1800 includes a pro-
jector 1802 (e.g., laser projector) for projecting fact check
results onto the screen of the device 1800 or elsewhere.

FIG. 19 illustrates a front view of a mobile device config-
ured for projecting fact checking results on the screen accord-
ing to some embodiments. As shown, the text on the screen
says “$5 B,” but after a fact check is performed, the projector
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1802 projects a correction of “$5 M” on the screen. The fact
checking is able to be performed in any way. Then, the pro-
jector 1802 projects the result on the screen of the device
1800, so that it is easily determinable which information is a
fact check result. The projector 1802 is able to be pivoted or
moved, for example, from an open position to a closed posi-
tion. Additionally, the projector is able to be configured to
point elsewhere such as at a table, wall, or the user’s hand.
Additional Implementations

FIG. 20 illustrates a flowchart of a method of utilizing
multiple aspects for fact checking according to some embodi-
ments. In the step 2000, body language of an entity is ana-
lyzed. In the step 2002, information from the entity is fact
checked in conjunction with the analysis ofthe body language
information. In the step 2004, the format of the information is
analyzed. In the step 2006, a validity rating of the entity is
analyzed. In the step 2008, a fact check result is presented
based on the combination of the previous steps. In some
embodiments, fewer or additional steps are implemented. For
example, in some embodiments, the fact check result is based
solely on the body language analysis without fact checking.
Any combination of the steps 2000-2006 is able to be imple-
mented, including using each step alone. The steps are able to
be implemented in any order.

In some embodiments, multiple aspects of fact checking
are utilized together for a more complete fact checking analy-
sis. For example, the content or substance of information is
fact checked as described herein. Additionally, the body lan-
guage and speech of the entity is analyzed as described
herein. The format of the information is also analyzed as
described herein. Also, validity rating of the entity is able to
be used in determining the validity of current information
presented by the entity. Then, all of this information/analysis
is utilized to generate a final fact check result. For example,
the content fact check returns aresult ofa 75% chance of what
the entity just said is misleading. Body language analysis and
speech analysis detected that the user is likely providing false
information (+5% toward misleading). The format of the
response as well as the validity rating of the entity also indi-
cate this entity provides misinformation often (+10% toward
misleading). Therefore, the fact check result is a 90% likeli-
hood that the information is false. The additional information
is also able to decrease the likelihood the information is
misleading. For example, if the content fact check results in a
75% likely misleading, but the validity rating of the entity is
very positive, the final fact check result may be only 65%
likely that the information is misleading.

In some embodiments, instead of providing a fact check
result of true or false, a percentage is provided as well, such as
75% chance of false, or 60% chance of false but 80% chance
of hyperbole.

In some embodiments, fact checking is based on body
language of an entity in addition to or instead of the verbal or
textual content. In some embodiments, using body language
includes determining specific points on a user such as the
user’s forehead, chest, hands, fingers, mouth, cheeks, hair,
arms, shoulders, legs, feet, eyes, chin, and/or any other rel-
evant body part. Then, using the specific points, it is deter-
mined if the specific points move in a pattern/manner that
would suggest the information from the user is true or false.

The body language analysis is able to learn, particularly,
learn habits of specific entities to determine the validity of the
entity’s speech. For example, if a user tends to blink when he
is lying, this is able to be learned by analyzing several tele-
vision appearances. In another example, if a user tends to yell
when he is losing an argument, this information is able to be
learned, and then used the next time he is arguing to display to
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the user, “Bill is raising his voice again; he likely knows he is
losing this argument.” In another example, past analysis is
utilized to provide a percentage such as “based on past analy-
sis, Bill raises his voice 85% of the time when he is lying.” The
analysis is able to include fact checking information manu-
ally or automatically during specific conditions such as while
yelling.

The body language analysis is also able to determine if the
entity’s comments are not synchronized with his expression.
For example, an entity says, “I love this idea” and then takes
two seconds to actually smile, the entity is likely not being
truthful.

Speech analysis is able to be used in conjunction or instead
of' body language analysis as well. For example, detection of
micro tremors is able to be used for speech analysis. The
micro tremors indicate hesitation or other information about
the speech.

In some embodiments, the tone or decibel-level of speech
is used for fact checking. For example, if an entity is yelling,
this is a negative aspect of conversing and results in an
increased likelihood of a negative rating for the content.

In some embodiments, fact checking is based on a format
of information (e.g., a response to a question). For example,
instead of fact checking the substance of the information or in
addition to fact checking the substance of the information, the
format of the information is used for fact checking. For
example, if a response to a question is a question, then this
makes the fact check result more likely to be “non-respon-
sive” or “avoiding the question.” In some embodiments, fact
checking is based on previous fact checks of the same entity
and learning behaviors of the entity. For example, if an entity
typically responds with a question when attempting to avoid
answering the question, this information is used to suggest
that the entity is avoiding the question. In another example, if
an entity repeats a question fully when attempting to stall and
not answer the question, this information is used to suggest
that the entity is avoiding the question.

In some embodiments, fact checking utilizes an entity’s
past history for fact checking. For example, if a person has
previously been determined to be providing misinformation,
that person is fact checked more closely. For example, if the
entity’s validity rating is below a threshold, the person is fact
checked using multiple fact checkers, manual fact checking,
and/or utilizing a smaller set of sources (e.g., only sources
with a rating above a reliability/accuracy/rating threshold).

FIG. 21 illustrates a diagram of displaying fact checking
results in a calendar format according to some embodiments.
In the calendar format, the calendar is able to be for one or
more channels, programs, time slots, web pages, users, enti-
ties, and/or any other information. For example, a calendar for
the program, “The News Situation Room” on Network Z is
shown. The calendar is able to include icons such as X’s, dots,
circles, smiley faces, question marks, or any other icon to
represent a fact check result. For example, an X represents
misinformation, dots represent misleading information,
circles represent biased information, and question marks rep-
resent questionable information. In some embodiments, the
icons are color coded to indicate the speaker/provider of the
information (e.g., commentator X). In some embodiments,
the icons are all the same type of character but with color
coding to differentiate. For example, only dots are used, but
red represents misinformation and blue represents question-
able information. In some embodiments, the icons are color
coded based on channel/network/entity. In some embodi-
ments, the icons are clickable/selectable for more informa-
tion. For example, after a user selects an icon, the comment
and the fact check result are presented. In some embodiments,
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clicking on a day expands the view to present additional
information for that day. In some embodiments, the calendar
is easily expanded and contracted (e.g., zoom in to single hour
and zoom out to 1 year calendar). For example, in the year
view, months are shown with several icons and a number next
to each icon indicating how many of each characterization
occurred in that month. In the day view, the display is sepa-
rated by hours and icons are displayed for each hour. The
expansion and contraction is able to be by pinching fingers on
the screen or any other manner. In some embodiments, mul-
tiple channels are displayed for comparison purposes. In
some embodiments, the multiple channels are separated by
hours, so that each show during a time period is comparable
with another show in that time period.

FIG. 22 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
anticipatory fact checking according to some embodiments.
In the step 2200, information is monitored. In the step 2202,
the information is processed. In the step 2204, the processed
information is analyzed (e.g., keywords are searched for
within the information). In the step 2206, anticipatory infor-
mation is provided. In some embodiments, additional or
fewer steps are implemented.

In some embodiments, anticipatory fact checking is imple-
mented. For example, fact checking is performed before a
statement is made. For example, a Republican mentions
“Global Warming,” it can be preemptively pointed out that
Republican is going to argue it is not man made, and the
opposing side is going to argue it is with facts to support his
argument. The anticipatory fact checking is able to go further
as well such as retrieving recent comments/articles/data
regarding the topic and presenting an argument or comment
based on that information. For example, the Republican is
likely going to cite a recent study that showed temperatures
are decreasing. Additional prior comments are able to be
analyzed. For example, comments made earlier in the same
show, earlier that day, or even earlier are analyzed. Other
elements are able to be analyzed as well, such as each entity’s
position, company/organization, and/or any other relevant
information to anticipate arguments, positions, and/or any
other comments. Additional elements are able to be used as
well for anticipatory computing such as body language,
speech analysis, speech format, facial/voice recognition and/
any other information. After analyzing the information, any
anticipatory information is able to be presented to inform the
user ahead of time. The anticipatory computing is able to be
used to project, in advance, topics and arguments based on
show guests/hosts/other information. For example, it is
known that guest A is going to be on show Z (for example,
from television guide information available a day or week
before the show airs). Guest A is a climatologist and recent
weather has been hot, so it can be anticipated that guest A will
discuss global warming. In some embodiments, the anticipa-
tory fact checking detects an entity by facial recognition and
detects keywords, and based on the detected information,
anticipates comments, topics or discussions, and provides
anticipatory comments. In some embodiments, the anticipa-
tory comments/information are compared with the actual
comments to determine if the anticipatory information is
helpful/accurate.

FIG. 23 illustrates a flowchart of a method of implementing
questionable fact checking according to some embodiments.
In the step 2300, information is monitored. In the step 2302,
the information is processed. In the step 2304, the informa-
tion is analyzed based on sentence structure, entity detection,
past history of the entity, keyword detection, and/or topic
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detection. In the step 2306, a “questionable” alert is provided.
In some embodiments, fewer or additional steps are imple-
mented.

In some embodiments, a questionable fact checker is
implemented. The questionable fact checker is able to be
implemented in any number of ways. In some embodiments,
the questionable fact checker detects a comment with a key-
word or phrase, and instead of performing a fact check, sim-
ply alerts the user that the comment may be “questionable,” so
that the user may investigate further. In some embodiments, a
speaker is detected (e.g., using voice and/or facial recogni-
tion, title recognition, or other identification information) in
addition to keyword detection to provide the alert. For
example, Speaker X is recognized using facial recognition,
and based on previous fact checks of Speaker X, it is known
that he provides misinformation often (e.g., has a low validity
rating), particularly in relation to specific types of keywords
(e.g, related to Democrats and taxes). Upon detection of the
keywords “Obama” and “taxes,” an alert is presented that the
information may be questionable or incorrect. In some
embodiments, entities and topics/keywords are classified, so
that if an entity from a first classification is detected with a
keyword from a second classification, a “questionable” alert
is presented. For example, Commentator Z is classified in a
first classification (e.g., conservative) and the keyword
“Obama” is classified in a second classification (e.g., liberal),
and when both are detected a “questionable” alert is pre-
sented. Furthering the example, additional data indicates that
when the commentator and that keyword are detected, the
information is typically misleading based on previous data
analysis. In some embodiments, a database of entities, key-
words, recommended sources, and/or any other relevant
information is stored to provide a “questionable” alert. In
some embodiments, sources are recommended for research-
ing the questionable information. The recommendations are
able to be based on keywords detected, personal user infor-
mation, and/or any other relevant information. In some
embodiments, no fact checking is performed in real-time.

In some embodiments, it is determined how to display the
fact check results based on a device’s capabilities/qualities.
For example, if the device is determined to be a television,
then full text is displayed, but if the device is determined to be
a tablet device, then partial text and icons are displayed, and
if the device is determined to be a smart phone, then only
icons are displayed. In another example, if the screen size of
the device is greater than a first threshold, then full text is
displayed, and if the screen size of the device is smaller than
the first threshold but larger than a second threshold, then a
partial text and icons are displayed, and if the screen size is
smaller than the second threshold, then only icons are dis-
played. Determining the type of device is able to be per-
formed in any manner such as analyzing a data file that
indicates device specifications or based on a device name and
looking up the device name and specifications.

In some embodiments, to resolve an issue with a speaker
speaking too quickly, the fact checking system is able to
record the information and slow down the information, and
perform a fact check on the slowed down information. In
some embodiments, slowed down information is able to be
parsed easier. In some embodiments, slowed down informa-
tion is compared with a slowed down word detection source
(for example, both the monitored information and the source
information are slowed down and compared).

In some embodiments, the sources are rated using a rating
system so that sources that provide false or inaccurate infor-
mation are rated as poor or unreliable and/or are not used, and
sources that rarely provide misinformation are rated as reli-
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able and are used and/or given more weight than others. For
example, if a source’s rating falls or is below a threshold, that
source is not used in fact checking. In some embodiments,
users are able to designate the threshold.

In some embodiments, source information is weighted.
The source information is able to be weighted based on the
size of the source. For example, a long article over 10 pages is
given extra weight, and short articles are provided less
weight. In an opposite example, a short, pithy article of 1 page
is given extra weight, and long articles are given less weight.

In some embodiments, only “trusted” sites are used as
sources. For example, “trusted” sites are ones verified by
Verisign or another validation site which provides a special-
ized certificate. In some embodiments, only sites that have
been automatically and/or manually checked for factual accu-
racy are used as sources. For example, a special fact checking
group verifies web pages or web sites and gives each web
page or web site a rating (e.g., A-F).

In some embodiments, fact checking is implemented with-
out monitoring/listening. For example, fact check results and/
or other information are automatically provided in conjunc-
tion with content. The fact checking is able to be performed
manually or automatically, but the results are embedded with
the content and/or transmitted with the content and displayed
at the appropriate times.

In some embodiments, a fact checking application is able
to toggle between email mode, television mode, web page
mode, and/or any other mode. In some embodiments, the
toggling is manual, and in some embodiments, the toggling is
automatic. In some embodiments, the toggling is automatic
based on detecting a specific type of information (e.g., the
device determines text is in an email format, or the device
determines a television is being watched by hearing the tele-
vision audio or receiving a signal).

In some embodiments, technology is implemented to
ignore extraneous information such as viewers talking during
a television program, when the television program is being
fact checked. For example, noise canceling is implemented so
that only the television program is “listed to.” In some
embodiments, the noise canceling is implemented by moni-
toring the television content in silence or near silence to
acquire distinct features of the television content, so that the
appropriate information is monitored when the noise is
present. Similarly, when web page information is fact
checked, each aspect of text is associated with an entity (by
determining which entity corresponds with which text), so
that an entity is not blamed for misinformation made by
another entity. In some embodiments, both television and user
comments are fact checked. The fact check implementation
determines and labels each speaker (e.g., TV and Bob). Then,
when a fact check result is presented, it is labeled with the
speaker’s name and/or device.

In some embodiments, many or all devices in a home are
operably coupled to listen to, send/receive, and/or fact check
information. For example, a toaster in Room A hears, “I did
not,” then the person walks into the next room and the tele-
vision hears “say that.” The segments are able to be pieced
together and fact checked. Send all information to a central
device which fact checks or sends complete segments to be
fact checked. The devices are able to detect which device to
user to provide the result. For example, a user is detected in
the family room, and the television in that room is used to
display the fact check result.

In some embodiments, the efficient fact checking system is
a smartphone application including, but not limited to, an
iPhone®, Droid® or Blackberry® application. In some
embodiments, a broadcaster performs the fact checking. In
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some embodiments, a user’s television performs the fact
checking. In some embodiments, a user’s mobile device per-
forms the fact checking and causes (e.g., sends) the results to
be displayed on the user’s television and/or another device. In
some embodiments, the television sends the fact checking
result to a smart phone.

Utilizing the efficient fact checking system, method and
device depends on the implementation to some extent. In
some implementations, a television broadcast uses fact
checking to fact check what is said or shown to the viewers,
and a mobile application, in some embodiments, uses fact
checking to ensure a user provides factually correct informa-
tion. Other examples include where web pages or social net-
working content (e.g., tweet or Facebook® page) are pro-
cessed, fact checked efficiently, and a result is provided. The
fact checking is able to be implemented without user inter-
vention. For example, if a user is watching a news program,
the fact checking is able to automatically occur and present
the appropriate information. In some embodiments, users are
able to disable the fact checking if desired. Similarly, if a user
implements fact checking on his mobile application, the fact
checking occurs automatically. For a news company, the fact
checking is also able to be implemented automatically, so that
once installed and/or configured, the news company does not
need take any additional steps to utilize the fact checking. In
some embodiments, the news company is able to take addi-
tional steps such as adding sources. In some embodiments,
news companies are able to disable the fact checking, and in
some embodiments, news companies are not able to disable
the fact checking to avoid tampering and manipulation of
data. In some embodiments, one or more aspects of the fact
checking are performed manually.

In operation, the efficient fact checking system, method
and device enable information to be fact checked in real-time
and automatically (e.g., without user intervention). The
monitoring, processing, fact checking and providing of status
are each able to occur automatically, without user interven-
tion. Results of the fact checking are able to be presented
nearly instantaneously, so that viewers of the information are
able to be sure they are receiving accurate and truthful infor-
mation. Additionally, the fact checking is able to clarify
meaning, tone, context and/or other elements of a comment to
assist a user or viewer. By utilizing the speed and breadth of
knowledge that comes with automatic, computational fact
checking, the shortcomings of human fact checking are
greatly overcome. With instantaneous or nearly instantaneous
fact checking, viewers will not be confused as to what infor-
mation is being fact checked since the results are posted
instantaneously or nearly instantaneously versus when a fact
check is performed by humans and the results are posted
minutes later. The rapid fact checking provides a significant
advantage over past data analysis implementations. Any of
the steps described herein are able to be implemented auto-
matically. Any of the steps described herein are able to be
implemented in real-time or non-real-time.

Examples of Implementation Configurations:

Although the monitoring, processing, fact checking and
indicating are able to occur on any device and in any configu-
ration, these are some specific examples of implementation
configurations. Monitoring, processing, fact checking and
providing all occur on a broadcaster’s devices (or other emit-
ters of information including, but not limited to, news sta-
tions, radio stations and newspapers). Monitoring, processing
and fact checking occur on a broadcaster’s devices, and pro-
viding occurs on an end-user’s device. Monitoring and pro-
cessing occur on a broadcaster’s devices, fact checking
occurs on a broadcaster’s devices in conjunction with third-
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party devices, and providing occurs on an end-user’s device.
Monitoring occurs on a broadcaster’s devices, processing and
providing occur on an end-user’s device, and fact checking
occurs on third-party devices. Monitoring, processing, fact
checking, and providing all occur on third-party devices.
Monitoring, processing, fact checking, and providing all
occur on an end-user’s device. Monitoring, processing and
fact checking occur on a social networking site’s device, and
providing occurs on an end-user’s device. These are only
some examples; other implementations are possible. Addi-
tionally, supplemental information is able to be monitored
for, searched for, processed and/or provided using any of the
implementations described herein.

Fact checking includes checking the factual accuracy and/
or correctness of information. The type of fact checking is
able to be any form of fact checking such as checking histori-
cal correctness/accuracy, geographical correctness/accuracy,
mathematical correctness/accuracy, scientific correctness/ac-
curacy, literary correctness/accuracy, objective correctness/
accuracy, subjective correctness/accuracy, and/or any other
correctness/accuracy. Another way of viewing fact checking
includes determining the correctness of a statement of objec-
tive reality or an assertion of objective reality. Yet another way
of viewing fact checking includes determining whether a
statement, segment or phrase is true or false.

Although some implementations and/or embodiments
have been described related to specific implementations and/
or embodiments, and some aspects/elements/steps of some
implementations and/or embodiments have been described
related to specific implementations and/or embodiments, any
of the aspects/elements/steps, implementations and/or
embodiments are applicable to other aspects/elements/steps,
implementations and/or embodiments described herein.

The present invention has been described in terms of spe-
cific embodiments incorporating details to facilitate the
understanding of principles of construction and operation of
the invention. Such reference herein to specific embodiments
and details thereof is not intended to limit the scope of the
claims appended hereto. It will be readily apparent to one
skilled in the art that other various modifications may be made
in the embodiment chosen for illustration without departing
from the spirit and scope of the invention as defined by the
claims.

What is claimed is:

1. A method programmed in a non-transitory memory of a

device comprising:

a. monitoring target information provided by an entity;

b. processing the target information provided by the entity
including parsing the target information into processed
information, wherein processing the target information
occurs while the target information is monitored;

c. analyzing, with the device, the processed information
including:

1. detecting one or more keywords in the processed infor-
mation using keyword detection;

ii. analyzing sentence structure of the processed infor-
mation; and

iii. detecting the entity using entity detection;

d. providing anticipatory information related to the target
information in real-time based on analyzing the pro-
cessed information, wherein the anticipatory informa-
tion provides fact checking analysis in anticipation of
commentary; and

e. providing an alert of questionable information in real-
time based on analyzing the processed information,
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wherein the alert of the questionable information indi-

cates that the processed information is doubtful regard-

ing accuracy,

wherein the entity has a validity rating, and if the validity
rating of the entity is below a threshold, and a speci-
fied keyword is detected, the alert of questionable is
provided,

wherein the validity rating is based on previous fact
checking of comments made by the entity by compar-
ing the comments with source information to generate

a fact checking result, wherein comparing includes at

least one of:

i. searching for an exact match of the comments in the

source information and returning the exact match

search result of the exact match search if the exact

match is found;

utilizing pattern matching for fact checking and

returning the result of the pattern matching fact check

if a pattern matching result confidence score is above
a pattern matching result confidence threshold; and

iii. utilizing a natural language search for fact checking

and returning the result of the natural language fact

check if a natural language result confidence score is

above a natural language result confidence threshold.

2. The method of claim 1 wherein providing the anticipa-
tory information comprises retrieving recent information
related to a topic of the target information determined by
detecting the one or more keywords and presenting one or
more arguments based on the retrieved recent information.

3. The method of claim 2 further comprising analyzing one
or more previous comments made by the entity to determine
the one or more arguments.

4. The method of claim 1 further comprising analyzing a
position of the entity to anticipate an argument of the entity.

5. The method of claim 1 wherein providing the anticipa-
tory information comprises predicting a topic and an argu-
ment based on guest information by analyzing television
guide information.

6. The method of claim 1 further comprising comparing the
anticipatory information with actual comments made by the
entity to determine if the anticipatory information is accurate.

7. The method of claim 1 wherein the keyword detection
includes comparing the processed information with a key-
word database to determine if any keywords in the keyword
database are included in the processed information.

8. The method of claim 1 wherein the entity detection
includes using facial recognition to determine the entity pro-
viding the target information.

9. The method of claim 1 wherein the entity detection
includes using voice recognition and facial recognition to
determine the entity providing the target information.

10. The method of claim 1 wherein entities and keywords
are classified and stored in a data structure, and if the entity is
in a first classification and the one or more keywords are in a
second classification, wherein the first classification and the
second classification are opposing classifications, then the
alert of questionable is provided.

11. The method of claim 1 further comprising recommend-
ing sources for researching the questionable information after
the alert of questionable information is provided.

12. The method of claim 11 wherein the sources recom-
mended are based on the one or more keywords detected and
user information.

13. The method of claim 1 wherein searching for the exact
match begins searching the source information located on a
fastest access time hardware device, then using the source
information located on a second fastest access time hardware
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device, and then using the source information located on
slower access time hardware devices until a device list has
been exhausted;

wherein utilizing pattern matching begins utilizing the

source information located on the fastest access time
hardware device, then using the source information
located on the second fastest access time hardware
device, and then using the source information located on
the slower access time hardware devices until the device
list has been exhausted; and

wherein the natural language search begins searching the

source information located on the fastest access time
hardware device, then using the source information
located on the second fastest access time hardware
device, and then using the source information located on
the slower access time hardware devices until the device
list has been exhausted.

14. The method of claim 1 wherein searching for the exact
match begins searching the source information located in a
designated fact checking database, then goes to a broader set
of source information, and repeatedly goes to broader sets of
source information until a broadest source information set has
been exhausted;

wherein utilizing pattern matching begins utilizing the

source information located in the designated fact check-
ing database, then goes to the broader set of source
information, and repeatedly goes to broader sets of
source information until the broadest source informa-
tion set has been exhausted; and

wherein the natural language search begins searching the

source information located in the designated fact check-
ing database, then goes to the broader set of source
information, and repeatedly goes to broader sets of
source information until the broadest source informa-
tion set has been exhausted.

15. The method of claim 1 wherein searching for the exact
match begins searching the source information classified by a
plurality of keywords found in the comments, then using the
source information classified by a single keyword found in
the comments, and then using the source information classi-
fied by keywords related to the keywords found in the com-
ments;

wherein utilizing pattern matching begins utilizing the

source information classified by the plurality of key-
words found in the comments, then using the source
information classified by the single keyword found in
the comments, and then using the source information
classified by the keywords related to the keywords found
in the comments; and

wherein the natural language search begins searching the

source information classified by the plurality of key-
words found in the comments, then using the source
information classified by the single keyword found in
the comments, and then using the source information
classified by the keywords related to the keywords found
in the comments.

16. A system comprising:

a. anon-transitory memory configured for storing an appli-

cation, the application configured for:

i. monitoring target information provided by an entity;

ii. processing the target information provided by the
entity including parsing the target information into
processed information, wherein processing the target
information occurs while the target information is
monitored;
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iii. analyzing, with the device, the processed information
including:
(1) detecting one or more keywords in the processed
information using keyword detection;
(2) analyzing sentence structure of the processed
information; and
(3) detecting the entity using entity detection; and
iv. providing anticipatory information related to the tar-
get information in real-time based on analyzing the
processed information, wherein the anticipatory
information provides fact checking analysis in antici-
pation of commentary; and
v. providing an alert of questionable information in real-
time based on analyzing the processed information,
wherein the alert ofthe questionable information indi-
cates that the processed information is doubtful
regarding accuracy,
wherein the entity has a validity rating, and if the validity
rating of the entity is below a threshold, and a specified
keyword is detected, the alert of questionable is pro-
vided,
wherein the validity rating is based on previous fact check-
ing of comments made by the entity by comparing com-
ments made by the entity with source information to
generate a fact checking result, wherein comparing
includes at least one of:

i. searching for an exact match of the comments in the
source information and returning the exact match
search result of the exact match search if the exact
match is found;

ii. utilizing pattern matching for fact checking and
returning the result of the pattern matching fact check
if a pattern matching result confidence score is above
a pattern matching result confidence threshold; and

iii. utilizing a natural language search for fact checking
and returning the result of the natural language fact
check if a natural language result confidence score is
above a natural language result confidence threshold;
and

b. a processor configured for processing the application.
17. A device comprising:

a. a non-transitory memory for storing an application for
automatically performing the following steps:
i. monitoring target information provided by an entity;
ii. processing the target information provided by the
entity including parsing the target information into
processed information, wherein processing the target
information occurs while the target information is
monitored;
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iii. analyzing, with the device, the processed information

including:

(1) detecting one or more keywords in the processed

information using keyword detection;

(2) analyzing sentence structure of the processed

information; and

(3) detecting the entity using entity detection; and
iv. providing anticipatory information related to the tar-

get information in real-time based on analyzing the

processed information, wherein the anticipatory
information provides fact checking analysis in antici-
pation of commentary; and

v. providing an alert of questionable information in real-

time based on analyzing the processed information,

wherein the alert ofthe questionable information indi-
cates that the processed information is doubtful
regarding accuracy,

wherein the entity has a validity rating, and if the validity

rating of the entity is below a threshold, and a speci-

fied keyword is detected, the alert of questionable is
provided,

wherein the validity rating is based on previous fact
checking of comments made by the entity by compar-
ing the comments with source information to generate
a fact checking result, wherein comparing includes at
least one of:

. searching for an exact match of the comments in the
source information and returning the exact match
search result of the exact match search if the exact
match is found;

ii. utilizing pattern matching for fact checking and
returning the result of the pattern matching fact check
if a pattern matching result confidence score is above
a pattern matching result confidence threshold; and

iii. utilizing a natural language search for fact checking
and returning the result of the natural language fact
check if a natural language result confidence score is
above a natural language result confidence threshold;
and

b. a processor for processing the application.

18. The device of claim 17 wherein the entity detection
includes using facial recognition to determine the entity pro-
viding the target information.

19. The device of claim 17 wherein entities and keywords
are classified and stored in a data structure, and if the entity is
in a first classification and the one or more keywords are in a
second classification, wherein the first classification and the
second classification are opposing classifications, then the
alert of questionable is provided.

20. The device of claim 17 wherein the application is
further for recommending sources for researching the ques-
tionable information after the alert of questionable informa-
tion is provided.
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